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1483 Chain Bridge Road, Suite 300
McLean, VA 22101-5703

USA

Telephone  (+1 703) 821 53002
Apnl 9, 2003 Facsimile  (+1703)821 3795

Email: help@meatnz.com

Country of Ongin Labcling Program
Agncultural Marketing Secvice, USDA
Stop 0249, Room 2092-S

1400 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, DC 20250-0249

By fax: (202) 720-3499

Dear Sir or Madam

Re: DocketNumber1.8-02-13 — Guidelinesfor the Interim Voluntary Country of Origin
Labeling of Beef, Lamb,Pork, Fish, Perishable Agricultural Commodities,and Peanuts
Under the Authority of the Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946

Tam submittingthese comments onbehalfof theNewZealandMeat Bozrd, the operationahame of
which 1s MeatNew Zealand (“MNZ”). MINZ wasestablished by New Zealand’s Meat Board Act of
1997 and has asits purposc the attainment of the bestpossible net ongoing returns for New Zealand
hvestock,meatproducts,andco-productson behalf of New Zealand farrne rs of sheep, cattle and goats,

Inpursung this objective, the Board musthave regard to the “des: rability of the meatindustry making
the best possible net ongoing contribution to the New Zealand cconomy”.

TheNew Zealandfarmingindustrydoes not teceive subsidiesateitherproductionormarketin gstages.

Nordoesit have access to export subsidies. Itmust survive by its own productivity, etficiency and
competitiveness. Therefore NewZealand meat producers are justifiably particularly sensitive to the
imposition of unnecessary costs, whetherin New Zealand orin countries towhich theirproductsare
exported. Unnecessarycompliancecostswillbe passed on to farmers. They cannot passthem further.
As Meat New Zealand has a responsibility to seck to maximize the price paid to the New Zealand
producer, MINZ strongly opposes the mandatorycountry-of-cnigintabeling (MCOOL™) provisions
includedin the Farm Security and Rural Investment Act of 2002 (“FSRI Act”) because they would
unnccessanly ncreasc costs and thus reduce the final roturn to the New Zealand producer.

MNZ supportsvoluntary country-of-origin labeling, Indeed, New Zealand’slambme atexporting
industry 1s well known for:ts country of origin proposition and is fre quently cited as an example of
positivedifferentiation —carned cut voluntarly. New Zealand’s unsubsidized industry respondsto
market signalsincluding those that indicate a market-based incentive for such identification and
differentiation. We believe the same should apply in the U.S.

Prortolhepassageintolaw of the FSRI Act, opportunitiestodifferentiate accordingtoonginalready
existed. Thus the apparent consumer demnand for such differentiation, including that relating to
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attributesassociated with products “Made inthe11.58.” couldbe metand, accordingto anumberofthe
advocatesof MCOOLintherrsubmissionsonimplementation,ap remium obtained for doingso. ltis
therefore unnecessary to mandate COOL by legislation and regulation, and add costs to the systern,
because the market already provides appropriate incentives.

MCOOL provides no improvement in food safety

In the meat sector, MCOOL willinvite consumerstobelicve productcontainingimported meatis of
lowersaletythandomesticproducteven thoughsuchaninferenceisnotsupported by fact. MCOOL
would notprovide any greater assurance of the safety of “covered commeodities” than that which is
providedbyexistinglegislation, regulatedbythe USID AFood Safety and Inspection Service and Food
and Drug Administration for example,

MCOOLisanon-tanfftradebarnerntended todiscriminate againstimported productsonthe basis of
nationality. Inte mational agreements towhichNew Zealand and the U.S. ase signatories provide agreed
protocols for providing safe food - nghtly based on sound science rather than specifically on ongin.

Integrity of COOL is vital

The agency’s role 1s to implement the existing legislation. The legislation requires all covered
commoditics ofall national oagins tobe labeled. Therefore, itisincumbent on the agency to develop
regulations thatwillensure the integnty of ALL MCOOIL. claims and hold all such label claims to an
unambiguous standard of proof. Otherwse, the integrity of the whole system will he questionable.

Adefaulteategoryusinganassumptionthat“everyoneknows” aparticulacrmeat coveredcommaodityis
“born, raised and slaughtered n the U.S8.” would not provide such mtegrity, nor meet the statutory
requirernents. The proposed “verifiable recordkeeping audit trail” would. Therefore, when
implementingMCOOL, MNZ believesitis anecessary condition that regulationsinclude measures
which require sufficient record keeping to ensure the integrity of the whole COOL system.

Animal ID

Anumb_erof subrmnissions advocatingMCOOL note the language thatexpresslyprohimts the Secretary
from mandating an animal identification systern, but argue that USDA is atternpting to do just that.

Itis MIN'Z’s view that appropriate freedom already exists forefficient, market based solutions to be
developed in the supply chain to provide verifiableandpositive proof of the country of ongin of a
meat covered commodity sold at retail. The market will identify and select approprate approaches.
Voluntaryindividualanimalidentification is one such possibility. Ttis not necessary forthe USDA to
intervene and neither does it propose to. Whatitmust doisprovide a frameworkunderwhich those
systemns are proven to achieve the outcome required by the statute —verifiable origin of all covered
commodities sold at retail.

Advocatesof MCOOL allege that consumersin the U.S. preferproducts of U.S. origin. Presumably,
and according to some submissions recerved bythe agencytodate, thatisbecause there 1s aperceived
value and thus premium for such “nationality”.

A number of U.S. producers and their representatives complain that the present pre MCOQOL
regulatoryenviconmentresultsinthedentityofimported meat, ormeat from imported anurnals,being
“lost” due to lack of labeling. In the absence of a robust system that positivelyverifies the ongin of
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allcoveredcommodities,marketincentiveswillexistforthe identity of “non-U.5.” animalsormeatto
be conveniently “lost” so that they fall into the default “Made in the 1.8 category. Suchmeatmay
thenbenefit fromthelowercompliancecosts and accessthe allegedpremium forbeing“Madein the
US>,

The MCOOL frameworkmust not discominate againstimportedproduct. It must accommaodalea
situation n which a consurner preferencefor products not “Madeinthe U.S.” cxists oris developed in
future. The systern must be robust encugh to afford producers of such commodities the same
protections of their mandated onigin statement as those obtained by producers of “American”
commodities. This canonlybe achieved by requiring a verifiable audit trail for covered commodities
trom all ongins.

Compliance Costs

Importedlean New Zealand Beef, which must be produced and transported under conditions that
sanstylU. 8. foodsafetyregulators, is frequentlyblendedwith domestic fattrimmings from fed cattle to
producegroundbeel Thelabelingrequirernentsdescribedinthe Guidelines would restrict trade were
theyimplementedinthe MCOOLphase. Theywouldrestrictthe flexibility of groundbeefprocessors
Lo meet customer needs in relation to quality, consistency, safety and value by using beef that is
produced and traded fairdy and which meets intemationally agreed standards.

MCOOLwillresultinaddinonalcoststhatoutweighthe benefits. Compliance with existinglegislation,
which requireslabels thatinformthe “ultimate purchaser” ofthe country of origin, alre adyoccurs. By
mandatingthatsuchongininformation must be carnedthroughtotheconsumer, MCOOLincreases
costsmanumberofways from the costofthe labelsthemselves tothe inhe rentcomplexityinlabeling
blendedproducttothe systemsrequired toverifythe contents of the labels. Acompellingcase hasnot
yet been made that the benefit of such labeling, including that on blended product “by order of
prominencebyweight”, exceedsthesecosts. Therefore, thecase for listing actual percentage by weight
of the components of ablended product, such as groundbeef, 1sevenweakerandshouldbe rejected.

Thank you for the opportunity tobe able to provide comments. Please contact me should youhave
any questions regarding this submission.

Yours sincerely

Ao Bt

Andrew Burlt
Regional Manager, North America
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